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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). tn no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

- the status of the cited U.S patent applications on pages 5 and 10 should be updated. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 2, 5, 9, 16, 18-19, and 24-25 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: 

- in claims 2 and 9, 11 4, "transmission" should be changed to "transmissions;" 

- in claim 5, 11 5, "transmission" should be changed to "transmissions;" 

- in claim 16, 11 3, "group" should be changed to "groups;" 

- in claims 18, 19, 24, and 25, 11 2, "comprise" should be changed to "comprises;" 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1-5, 8-12, 15-16, and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Grimwood et al. (USPN 6,459,703 Bl) in view of Shimizu (USPN 4,926,420). 

Per claim 1, as shown in Fig. 1, Grimwood et al. teach a central controller (CMTS 10, 
col. 7, 11 19-col. 8, 11 1-2), a first group of remote devices (DOCSIS L2 modems 26-32, or 
advanced PHY modems, col. 3, 11 49-64, see also col. 4, 11 42-54), a first protocol (DOCSIS 1.2, 
col. 3, 11 49-64), a second group of remote devices (DOCSIS 1.0 modems 22-24), a second 
protocol (DOCSIS 1.0, col. 2, 11 22-25), identifying transmissions (bandwidth requests) from the 
first group and the second groups of remote devices (SED is used identify bandwidth requests 
from each modem, col. 9, 11 23-34 and 55-58), 

Grimwood et al fail to teach routing transmission from the first group of remote devices 
to a first processor operating in accordance with the first protocol within the central controller 
and routing transmission from the second group of remote devices to a second processor in 
accordance with the second protocol within the central controller. 

However, in an analogous art shovsm in Figs. 5 and 10, Shimizu teaches routing 
transmissions (packet signals) from a first group of remote devices (inherent devices in LAN 31) 
to a first processor (LLC data processor 51) operating in accordance with the first protocol 
(LAN) within the central controller (TE 33) and routing transmissions (packet signals) from the 
second group of remote devices (inherent devices in ISDN 32) to a second processor (ISDN data 
processor 52) in accordance with the second protocol (ISDN) within the central controller (TE 
33). See col. 7, 11 10-15, 19-22, and 35-37, and col. 8, 11 56-64. 

Given the teaching of Shimizu, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
include routing transmission from the first group of remote devices to a first processor operating 
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in accordance with the first protocol within the central controller and routing transmission from 
the second group of remote devices to a second processor in accordance with the second protocol 
within the central controller into the teaching of Grimwood et al as recited in the claim. The 
suggestion/motivation to do so would have been to process the transmissions of the integrated 
system at a corresponding one of the processors as taught by Shimizu (Abstract, 11 12-19). 

Per claims 2 and 9, Grimwood et al. teach embedding a first identifier (SIDs 76-150) in 
transmissions (bandwidth requests) from the first group of remote devices (DOCSIS 1.2 
modems) and embedding a second identifier (SIDs 1-75) in transmissions (bandwidth requests) 
from the first group of remote devices (DOCSIS 1.0 modems), wherein transmissions from the 
first and second groups of devices are identified in accordance with the first and second 
identifiers (col. 8, 11 58-66, col. 9, 11 23-34 and 55-58, and col. 12, 11 15-17, and Fig. 4). 

Per claims 3, 10, and 21,Grimwood et al. teach that the transmissions from the first and 
second groups of remote devices comprise bandwidth requests. 

However, Grimmwood et al fail to explicitly teach that the bandwidth requests are 
transmitted in a request contention area. 

It is well known in the art that the CMTS must schedule some of the mini slots on the 
upstream channel as contention slots for bandwidth requests. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art to include transmitting the bandwidth requests in a request 
contention area. The suggestion/motivation to do would have been to allow any cable modem to 
communicate with the CMTS its bandwidth requirement. 
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Per claims 4 and 11, Grimwood et al teach transmitting bandwidth grants (grants in 
MAP message) to the first and second group of remote devices in response to requests for 
bandwidth (col. 8, 11 58-66 and col. 12, 11 15-17, 38-42, and 61-66). 

Per claims 5 and 12, Grimwood et al teach assigning one or more time slots (mini slots) 
during which first group and second group of remote devices may transmit information to the 
central controller (CMTS 10 in Fig. 1) (col. 1 1, 11 35-39 and col. 12, 15-17, 38-42, and 61-66). 

Grimwood et al. fail to explicitly teach that the central controller (CMTS 10) must 
identify transmissions (bursts) from the first and second groups of remote devices in accordance 
with the assigned time slots (mini slots). However, since Grimwood et al teach the MAP 
messages are generated for each logical channel containing SIDs and minislot assignment (col. 
1 1, 11 35-39 and col. 12, 11 15-17 and 63-66) and the devices sending the bursts according to their 
minislot assignment (col. 13, 11 7-53). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
include that the central controller identifies transmissions fi'om the first and second groups of 
remote devices in accordance with the assigned time slots into the teaching of Grimwood et al. as 
recited in the claim. The suggestion/motivation to do so would have been to verify whether the 
MAP messages have been properly communicated to the devices requesting bandwidth. 

Claim 8 is a method claim containing similar limitations to method claim 1 and is 
rejected under the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 1 with the addition that a cable 
modem termination system, cable modems, a proprietary protocol, and DOCSIS protocol in 
claim 8 correspond to a central controller, remote devices, a first protocol, and a second protocol 
in claim 1, respectively. 
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Per claim 15, as shown in Fig. 1, Grimwood et al. teach a plurality of remote devices 
(modems 22-32), a first group of remote devices (DOCSIS 1.2 modems 26-32, or advanced 
PHY modems, col. 3, 11 49-64, see also col. 4, 11 42-54), a first protocol (DOCSIS 1.2, col. 3, 11 
49-64), a local host (CMTS 10, col. 7, 11 19-col. 8, 11 1-2), a second group of remote devices 
(DOCSIS 1.0 modems 22-24), a second protocol (DOCSIS 1,0, col. 2, 11 22-25). Grimwood et 
al. further teaches identifying transmissions (bandwidth requests) from the first group and the 
second groups of remote devices (SED is used identify bandwidth requests from each modem, 
col. 9, 11 23-34 and 55-58). 

Grimwood et al fail to teach a protocol processor for identifying transmissions from the 
first and second groups of devices and routing transmission from the first group of remote 
devices to a first processor operating in accordance with the first protocol within the central 
controller and routing transmission from the second group of remote devices to a second 
processor in accordance with the second protocol within the central controller. 

However, in an analogous art shown in Figs. 5 and 10, Shimizu teaches a protocol 
processor (FID discriminator 59 and SA detector 60) for identifying transmissions from first and 
second groups of devices (col. 8, 11 28-51) and routing transmissions (packet signals) from a first 
group of remote devices (inherent devices in LAN 3 1) to a first processor (LLC data processor 
51) operating in accordance with the first protocol (LAN) within the central controller (TE 33) 
and routing transmissions (packet signals) from the second group of remote devices (inherent 
devices in ISDN 32) to a second processor (ISDN data processor 52) in accordance with the 
second protocol (ISDN) within the central controller (TE 33). See col. 7, 11 10-15, 19-22, and 
35-37, and col. 8, 11 56-64. 
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Given the teaching of Shimizu, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
modify the teaching of Grimwood et al. such that a protocol processor for identifying 
transmissions from first and second groups of devices and routing transmission from the first 
group of remote devices to a first processor operating in accordance with the first protocol within 
the central controller and routing transmission from the second group of remote devices to a 
second processor in accordance with the second protocol within the central controller into the 
teaching of Grimwood et al would be included as recited in the claim. The 
suggest ion/motivation to do so would have been to process the transmissions of the integrated 
system at a corresponding one of the processors as taught by Shimizu (Abstract, 11 12-19). 

Per claims 16 and 22, Grimwood et aL teach that the local host (CMTS 10 in Fig. 1) 
fiirther comprises a central processor for scheduling transmission from the first and second 
groups of 

remote devices (CMTS must have a processor for processing scheduling and generating MAP 
messages used for minislot assignment for each modem, col. 7, 11 36-37, 49-66 and col. 9, 11 47- 
51). 

Claim 20 is a cable television system claim containing similar limitations to system 
claim 15 and is rejected under the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 15 with the 
addition that cable modems, a cable modem termination system, a proprietary protocol, DOCSIS 
protocol in claim 15 correspond to remote devices, a local host, and a first protocol, and second 
protocol in claim 15, respectively. 
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5. Claims 6-7, 13-14, 17-19, and 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Grimwood et al. (USPN 6,459,703 Bl) in view of Shimizu (USPN 4,926,420), 
and forther in view of Vogel et al. (USPN 6,751,230 Bl). 

Per claims 6 and 13, the combined teaching of Grimwood et al. and Shimizu fails to 
teach creating a first multicast group and a second multicast group, and transmitting groups 
messages from the central controller to the first and second groups of remote devices in 
accordance with the first and second multicast groups. 

As shown in Fig. 1, Vogel et al. teach creating a first multicast group comprising a first 
group of remote devices (multicast group with modified MAC multicast address having multiple 
modems 28 assigned to, col 5, 11 42-52, 65-col. 6, 11 1-9), creating a second multicast group 
comprising a second group of remote devices (multicast group with the MAC multicast address 
in DOCSIS compliant form having muhiple modems 28 assigned to, col. 5, 11 42-45, 60-65), and 
transmitting group messages from a central controller (CMTS 30) to the first and second groups 
of devices in accordance with the first and second multicast groups (col. 6, 11 14-29). 

Given the teaching of Vogel et al, it would have been obvious to modify the combined 
teaching of Grimwood et al. and incorporate creating a first multicast group and a second 
multicast group, and transmitting groups messages from the central controller to the first and 
second groups of remote devices in accordance with the first and second multicast groups. The 
suggestion/motivation to do so would have been to enable the central controller (CMTS) to 
communicate with a particular group of devices by sending only a single targeted message 
instead of large number of unicast messages as taught by Vogel et al. (col. 6, 11 48-58). 
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Per claims 7 and 14, Grimwood at al. fail to teach receiving communications for the first 
and second groups of devices in accordance with addresses of the first and second devices, 
routing communications for the first and second groups to the first processor and second 
processor, respectively, within a central controller, and transmitting processed communications 
to addressed remote devices. 

In an analogous art, Shimizu teaches routing communications (packet signal) for the first 
(devices in LAN 31) and second (device in ISDN 32) groups to the first processor (51) and 
second processor (52), respectively, within a central controller (TE33) (Figs. 5 and 10, col. 6, 11 
15-21, col. 8, 11 22-26 and 40-51). 

Vogel et al. teach receiving communications for groups of devices in accordance with 
addresses of the devices (data fi-om computer 10 in Fig. 1 to CPE 14 via corresponding modems 
28 must be received in accordance with MAC addresses of modems 28, col. 1, 11 63 -col. 2, 11 1, 
39-51, and col. 5, 11 60-65) and transmitting processed communications to addressed remote 
devices (modulated data must be transmitted to the addressed modems 28, col. 1, 11 63- col. 2, 11 
1,39-51, and col. 5, 11 60-65). 

Given the teaching of Vogel et al. and Shimizu, it would have been obvious to one skilled 
in the art to modify the teaching of Grimwood to include receiving communications for the first 
and second groups of devices in accordance with addresses of the first and second devices, 
routing communications for the first and second groups to the first processor and second 
processor, respectively, within a central controller, and transmitting processed communications 
to addressed remote devices as recited in the claim. The suggestion/motivation to do so would 
have been to provide transmission in the downstream direction as taught by Vogel et al. (col. 1, 11 
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63-col. 1, 11 1) and to process the transmissions of the integrated system at a corresponding one 
of the processors as taught by Shimizu (Abstract, 11 12-19). 

Per claims 17-18, and 23-25, the combined teaching of Grimwood et al. and Shimizu 
fails to teach an upstream demodulator and a downstream modulator. 

As shown in Fig. 1, Vogel et al teach an upstream demodulator (a demodulation circuit 
DEMOD) and a downstream modulator (a modulation circuit MOD) (col. 1, 11 63-col. 2, 11 1-8). 

Given the teaching of Vogel et al., it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
include an upstream demodulator and a downstream modulator into the combined teaching of 
Grimwood et al. and Shimizu. The suggestion/motivation to do so would have been to provide 
an appropriate demodulation and modulation to the data transmitted upstream and downstream 
to/from the local host (CMTS) as taught by Vogel et al (col. 1, 11 63-col. 2, 11 1-8). 

Per claim 19, Grimwood et al. teach embedding service identifiers (SIDs 76-150) in each 
upstream bandwidth requests (bandwidth requests), a first identifier (SIDs 76-150), a second 
identifier (SIDs 1-75) (col. 8, 11 58-66, col. 9, 11 23-34 and 55-58, and col. 12, 11 15-17, and Fig. 
4). 

However, the combined teaching of Grimwood et al. and Shimizu does not teach that 
each of the remote devices comprises a media access controller. 

Vogel et al teach that each of the remote devices (modems 28 in Fig. 1) comprises a 
media access controller (a MAC controller must be included to filter the MAC address, col. 2, 11 
39-42). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to include in each of the 
remote devices a media access controller as recited in the claim. The motivation/suggestion to 
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do so would have been to enable the remote devices to match the MAC destination address 
against addresses stored in them as taught by Vogel et al. (col. 2, 11 39-42 and 46-49). 



Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nittaya Juntima whose telephone number is 703-306-4821. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:00 A,M - 5:00 P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on 703-308-5340. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Nittaya Juntima ;^^iDY LEE 
June 29, 2004 p^jENT 



